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Comment on the proposed establishment of availability of Balintus d’Abrera, 2001, 

Gulliveria d’Abrera & Balint, 2001, Salazaria d’Abrera & Balint, 2001, Megathecla 

Robbins, 2002 and Gullicaena Balint, 2002 (Insecta, Lepidoptera, LYCAENIDAE) 

(Case 3458; see BZN 65: 188-193; 66: 271-272, 349-351; 68: 206-211; 69: 60-61, 

281-283; 70: 201) 

Robert K. Robbins 

Smithsonian Institution, National Museum of Natural History, Stop 105, 

PO Box 37012, Washington, DC 20013-7012 U.S.A. (e-mail: RobbinsR@SI.edu) 

Gerardo Lamas 

Museo de Historia Natural, Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos, Apartado 
14-0434, Lima-14, Peru (e-mail: glamasm@unmsm.edu.pe) 

This is a response to the comments of Labuschagne (BZN 70: 201). Case 3458 is a 

simple matter of nomenclatural availability. Are the generic names proposed by 

d’Abrera and by d’Abrera & Balint available under Article 13.1 of the Code? We 

presented evidence that the wording and characters in the original descriptions did 

not meet the requirements of this article. We then proposed a solution and gave the 

reasons why this was the most stable solution. 

Labuschagne seems to think that Case 3458 is about priority. He writes that we 

advocated ‘dismissal of all or most of their new names based on some technicality, 

and replacement with younger “more acceptable” names.’ This comment is totally 

incorrect. The solution that we proposed makes available all generic names that were 

in use as valid genera at that time (in publications and on websites) including names 

proposed by d’Abrera and by d’Abrera & Balint. The purpose of this solution was to 

maximize stability with current use. Labuschagne continues, ‘let priority take its 

course.’ We have not suggested otherwise. The priority of available names is a key 

element of the Code, but we reiterate, this is a case about availability, not priority. 

Comment on the proposed precedence of Maculinea Van Eecke, 1915 over Phengaris 

Doherty, 1891 (Lepidoptera: LYCAENIDAE) 

(Case 3508; see BZN 67: 129-132, 245, 315-319; 68: 292-293; 70: 52-53) 

Zsolt Balint 

Hungarian Natural History Museum, Baross utca 13, Budapest VIII, H- 1088, 

Hungary (e-mail: balint@nhmus.hu) 

1. Case 3508 is very easy to solve. There is no nomenclatural problem, but rather 

an ideological one. Both names under dispute, the senior Phengaris and the junior 

Maculinea, are available names. The applicants have presumed either upon cladistic, 

conservationist, molecular, phylogenetic or taxonomic grounds, that the Commission 

possesses the plenary power simply to invalidate the nomenclaturally available name 

Phengaris, which is well defined and in wide use in basic taxonomic and faunistic 

monographs (e.g. Shirdzu, 1972, pp. 330-332 (text), figs. 362-363 (genitalia), 
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pp. 774-779 (imagines); Wang & Fan 2002, pp. 358-360 (text and keys), fig. 197 

(genitalia), colour plate 24 figs 19-22 (imagines); Wang & Settele, 2010). Therefore 
the applicants have asked the Commission to suppress the senior name Phengaris as 

a synonym of the junior name Maculinea. In the case of a positive vote, Phengaris will 

then be placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 

Zoology. 

2. The applicants are of the opinion that if a name representing a certain clade 

turns out, in their working hypothesis, to be paraphyletic, that name is invalid and 

an older available name must be applied for another broader clade which reflects 

monophlyly, and which solves (for them) the former conflicting paraphyly. Clearly 

this is not an objective nomenclatural problem at all. It is rather, the problem of 
reference to a particular a priori school or ideology of higher classification, 1.e. how 

the taxa were, have been, or are to be defined. If the applicants follow their own 
cladistic principles they must also accept the consequences, which often necessitate 

severe and usually unstable changes in the nomenclature. 

3. However, the applicants are of the (mistaken) opinion that classification, 

nomenclature and taxonomy are all working for the same basic cause, therefore they 

cannot help confusing the sole goal of the Commission, which is to preserve stability 

in nomenclature. It is not the brief of the Commission to rule on taxonomy or 

support any ideology. The role of the Commission is strictly determined by the rules 

laid down in the articles and paragraphs of the Code. Hence, nomenclature may not 

be confused with classification and taxonomy, nor (especially) with modern system- 

atics. In the case of available names the Commission cannot do anything other than 

express the proprieties of nomenclature (sensu stricto). In this case both names are 

indeed available, and there are no nomenclatural grounds whatsoever for the 

suppression of Phengaris. If the Commission acts differently, it steps over the 

boundaries strictly determined by the Code, and is clearly acting ultra vires. 
4. Although the applicants clearly believe that Phengaris is paraphyletic they 

contradict their own logic by adhering to the name Maculinea, which should be 

placed in subjective synonymy. 

5. If the applicants do want to use Maculinea and also want to serve nomenclatural 

stability, they should repeat the approach of Fritz et al. and demonstrate that the 

results of those authors are indeed false; or they should work further on the objective 

taxonomy of the group and propose another solution to dissolve the hypothetical 

paraphyly. This will probably keep Maculinea in the sense as hitherto applied by 

many conservationists painstakingly working with the species involved, although 

only in the tiny western segment of the vast Maculinea range. 

6. Hitherto the Transpalearctic Maculinea and the Sino-Himalayan Phengaris were 

both well-defined LyCAENIDAE genera representing the almost cosmopolitan Glau- 

copsychina on the strictly scientific basis of biogeographical, ecological and morpho- 

logical data and methods which covered them. Their identities have only recently 

been questioned by Fritz et al., because of the application of molecular methodology, 

based on the statistics of large-scale numbers and the use of expensive machinery, 

both being applied on the basis of several new kinds of ideologies (cladistics, 

phenetics, and phylogenetics). But these studies themselves are often highly contro- 

versial because most of the results originating from different samples have been 

predictably influenced by sampling errors and/or unwitting subjectivisms. 
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7. It would be regrettable if the name Phengaris was suppressed and listed 

amongst the unavailable names. Such an arbitrary act would certainly cause much 

confusion because, sooner rather than later, a still newer name would have to be 

proposed for this easily definable monophyletic lineage, even according to the most 

recent results (see Wang & Settele, 2010). It would be dangerous for the 

Commission to enter the trap of fashionable modernism and surrender its basic 

vocation of ruling the realm of objective nomenclature for the benefit of the 

international community of zoologists. 

Additional references 

Shir6zu, T. 1972. Butterflies of Formosa in colour. 481 pp, 76 pls. Hoikusha Publishing, Osaka 
Japan. 

Wang, M. & Fan, X. 2002. Butterflies Fauna Sinica: Lycaenidae. 440 pp, 28 pls. Henan Science 
& Technology Publishing House, Zhengzhou, China. 

Wang, M. & Settele, J. 2010. Notes on and key to the genus Phengaris (s. str.) (Lepidoptera, 
Lycaenidae) from mainland China with description of a new species. ZooKeys, 48: 21-28. 

Comment on the proposed emendation of spelling of PHYCINAE Lyneborg, 1976 

(Insecta, Diptera, THEREVIDAE) to PHYCUSINAE to remove homonymy with PHYCINAE 

Swainson, 1838 (Osteichthyes, Gadiformes, PHYCIDAE) 

(Case 3605; see BZN 70: 22-29; 113) 

Stephen D. Gaimari & Martin Hauser 

California Department of Food and Agriculture, Plant Pest Diagnostics Center, 

3294 Meadowview Road, Sacramento, CA, 95832-1448, U.S.A. 
(e-mails: stephen.gaimari@cdfa.ca.gov & martin.hauser@cdfa.ca.gov) 

Ronald Fricke 

Staatliches Museum fiir Naturkunde Stuttgart, Ichthyology, Rosenstein 1, 70191 

Stuttgart, Germany (e-mail: ronald.fricke@smns-bw.de) 

Although only a single comment has been published so far in response to our 

proposal aimed at removing the homonymy between PHycINAE Lyneborg, 1976 and 

PHYCINAE Swainson, 1838, we feel it is necessary to address this comment now, 

particularly because it seeks to present what we consider an unnecessary and 

unjustified alternative to our proposal. Alonso-Zarazaga (BZN 70: 113) objects to 

our proposal, contending that we are trying to modify a correctly formed name 

(PHYCINAE Lyneborg, 1976, based on the type genus Phycus Walker, 1850) to conserve 

an incorrectly formed name (PHYCINAE Swainson, 1838, based on the type genus 

Phycis Walbaum, 1792), which he claims would create complications instead of 

solving them with the extant rules of the Code. 

The reasoning of Alonso-Zarazaga rests on the genitive singular of the latinized 

name Phycis, which is Phycidis, and which by Article 29.3.1 of the Code would 

suggest Phycid- as the appropriately determined stem for a family-group name. 

However, Article 29.3.1.1 states that for stems so formed ending in ‘id’, those 

letters may be elided before adding a family-group suffix. Thus, even by the ‘extant 
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rules of the Code’, if a family group name were to be established for a genus 

Phycis today (barring the homonymy), that family-group name could still use the 
stem Phyc-. 

Even if Article 29.3.1.1 did not exist in the Code, Article 29.5 explicitly states that 

if the spelling of a family-group name was not formed in accordance with Article 

29.3, that spelling ‘is to be maintained’ if it is in prevailing usage, regardless of 

whether its derivation from the name of the type genus was in accordance with the 

grammatical procedures of that Article. This is consistent with one of the objects of 

the Code being to promote stability (along with universality), as elucidated in the 

Preamble. Regarding PHYCINAE Swainson, the name is currently used as a family of 

Gadiformes (PHYCIDAE), has a long history of use as a valid family or subfamily (see 

Gaimari et al., BZN 70: 24), and is in prevailing usage. 

By the standards of Article 29 in toto, there is no reason to consider the 
family-group name established by Swainson (1838) as having been incorrectly formed 
for the purposes of zoological nomenclature. Thus, it would be inappropriate to 

consider alternative proposals under the false premise of an incorrectly formed name, 

when it is clear that Lyneborg (1976) did propose a family-group name that was a 

junior homonym of an established, correctly formed family-group name in long 

prevailing usage, and the clear remedy to solving this homonymy is to apply Articles 

29.6 and 55.3 of the Code. 

By following the alternative proposal of Alonso-Zarazaga (2013), not only would 

the Commission need to use its plenary power to suspend application of the Principle 

of Priority for Swainson’s (1838) family-group name, but also to suspend application 

of Article 29.5 and the totality of Article 29.3. Effectively, that would represent the 

name of Swainson (1838) being ‘totally suppressed’ according to Article 81.2.1. That, 
in our opinion, would not serve stability, and would be far more disruptive as a 
solution to this problem, particularly when the remedy is clear and does not require 

any use of the Commission’s plenary power to suspend application of any extant 

rules of the Code. 

Thus, we are opposed to the alternative proposals with amendments given by 
Alonso-Zarazaga and recommend that our proposal (Case 3605) be considered as 
originally presented. We acknowledge our unfortunate omission of the gender of 

Phycis, stating here that paragraph 9(2)(b) of our original proposal should begin: 

‘Phycis Walbaum, 1792 (gender: feminine), type species. . .’ 

Comments on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Anathyris monstrum 

Khalfin, 1933 (currently Anathyrella monstrum; Brachiopoda, Athyridida) 

(Case 3632; see BZN 70: 185-189) 

(1) Arthur J. Boucot 

Department of Geology & Zoology, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 97331 

U.S.A. (e-mail: boucota@science.oregonstate.edu) 

I have carefully read the application made by Drs. Modzalevskaya and Alvarez and 

heartily agree with their proposed conservation of Anathyris monstrum. 
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(2) Jisuo Jin 

Department of Earth Sciences, University of Western Ontario (Western University ), 

London, ON N6A 3K7, Canada (e-mail: jjin@uwo.ca) 

I am in full support of the solutions proposed by these two authors, Alvarez & 
Modzalevskaya. 

(3) L. Robin M. Cocks 

Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD U.K. 
(e-mail: r.cocks@nhm.ac.uk) 

As a former ICZN Commissioner (1982-2002) I write to support Case 3632 made by 

Fernando Alvarez and Tatyana Modzalevskaya, both of whom I know and both of 

whom are established international experts on the Athyridida, to place Anathyris 

monstrum Khalfin on the Official List, with lectotype Tomsk MPIT N 20/28 — II. That 

is an important species for biostratigraphy, local correlation, and in understanding 

the evolution of the superfamily. 

(4) Yves Candela 

Department of Natural Sciences, National Museums Scotland, Chambers Street, 

Edinburgh EH1 1JF U.K. (e-mail: y.candela@nms.ac.uk) 

Alvarez & Modzalevskaya presented a detailed and thorough application, in which 

they clarified the issues arising from Khalfin’s original works (BZN 70: 185-189; 

Khalfin, 1933a, 1933b, 1946) and proposed clear resolutions. 

In particular, they rightly argued that the ‘varietal’ names, ‘rotunda’ and ‘mucro- 

nata’, used by Khalfin, have been ignored by all authors working with this taxon since 

the ‘varieties’ fell within the range of infra-population variability of a single species, 

A. monstrum. Moreover, Modzalevskaya et al. (2013) proposed an emended diagno- 

sis for monstrum that encompassed the range of variation of the species and served to 

distinguish it from its congeners. Alvarez & Modzalevskaya proposed a lectotype 

chosen from Khalfin’s original fauna, as Khalfin never selected a type specimen for 

either of his species or ‘varieties’. 

Secondly, A. monstrum is a recognised index-species for the Solomino Horizon. 
The gradual change in the brachiopod assemblages from Cyrtospirifer ussoffi Khalfin 

and A. monstrum to Cyrtospirifer tschernyschewi Khalfin and Mesoplica praelonga 

(Sowerby) (both index-species for the Peshchorka Horizon), identifies the position of 
the Frasnian/Famennian boundary. It is consequently important to sort out any 

nomenclatural and taxonomical issues. 

Therefore, I support the application to preserve the name of the fossil brachiopod 

Anathyris monstrum Khalfin, and to rule that the two ‘varietal’ names be made 

unavailable from their original descriptions. 

(5) Howard R. Feldman 

Division of Paleontology (Invertebrates), American Museum of Natural History, 

79th Street at Central Park West, New York, NY 10024-5192, U.S.A. 

(e-mail: feldspar4@optonline.net) 
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Alvarez and Modzalevskaya have submitted a proposal for the conservation of the 

specific name Anathyrella monstrum. | support their proposal for the following 

reasons: 

(1) Khalfin (1933a) designated no holotype for A. monstrum or its two varieties 

and no subsequent author has proposed any lectotype or neotype. Khalfin 

thought about naming them as two different species but did not do so formally. 

(2) Varietal names were proposed for A. monstrum but the availability of the 

subspecific names that he proposed is not affected by their representing various 
life stages of an organism. 

(3) The names ‘rotundata’ and ‘mucronata’ have been ignored by subsequent 

authors as noted in paragraph 4 of their application. 

(4) There has been no designation of a name-bearing type for A. monstrum. Thus 

its type series consists of syntypes. 

(5) Alvarez & Modzalevskaya argue correctly, in my opinion, that the ambiguity 

in the three names monstrum, rotundata and mucronata can best be resolved by 

accepting their proposal (see paragraph 7 of their application). 

(6) Renbin Zhan 

State Key Laboratory of Palaeobiology and Stratigraphy, Nanjing Institute of 

Geology and Palaeontology (NIGP), Chinese Academy of Sciences, 39 East Beijing 

Road, Nanjing 210008, China (e-mail: rbzhan@nigpas.ac.cn) 

I am sure that, nowadays, there are very few people in our palaeontological circle 

who are willing to spend so much time to clarify such a confusing situation that is 
very common in Chinese history of palaeontological study. In the 1970s and early 

1980s, more than 10 palaeontological atlases had been published in China and in 

Chinese, within which many, many new brachiopod subspecies and species were 

named and simply described without designating type specimens (far away from 

standardization), let alone the holotype and paratypes. Of those figured specimens 

(although most of the published pictures are of very poor quality), many are of old 

taxa already published outside China and some of the so-called new species are 

actually population variation, and the same situation is true of many new genera and 

families. In a word, the works published in those Chinese atlases need to be revised 

urgently. Unfortunately, many of the illustrated specimens in those atlases are lost 

for various reasons. In this case we have to ask the relevant persons (most of whom 

are in their 70s and 80s) for locality information, then we must collect topotypes 

ourselves in order to revise those taxa. So, it is really lucky for the authors (Prof. 

Alvarez and Prof. Modzalevskaya) to have found some of those type specimens of 

Anathyris monstrum Khalfin, 1993. And it is absolutely necessary and very important 

to sort out the confusing problems raised by the original author, Khalfin, in 1933. 

Another thing astonishing me 1s that the authors of this Case found and pointed out 

the typesetting error in the original publication. Such a situation is also very common 

in Chinese publications of the 1970s and 1980s particularly, which rarely anybody 

cares about; for example, a publication of my own, Zhan & Rong (1995) in which we 

named a new genus Eosotrophina. Unfortunately I cited this genus later in another 

publication (Zhan & Cocks, 1998) as Eostrophina. Learning and studying Lower 

Palaeozoic brachiopods for more than 20 years I have found that population 
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variation is very common and exists almost everywhere, a fact we should keep in 

mind when we are doing brachiopod systematic study. So, I quite agree with the 

authors’ opinion in proposing conservation of the specific name Anathyris monstrum 

Khalfin, 1933 (currently Anathyrella monstrum) and ruling out the two unused 

‘varietal’ names which were actually unavailable from their original descriptions in 

Khalfin (1933). 

Comment on Grallaria fenwickorum Barrera & Bartels, 2010 (Aves, GRALLARIIDAE): 

proposed replacement of an indeterminate holotype by a neotype 

(Case 3623; see BZN 70: 99-102) 

Fundacion ProAves de Colombia 

Carrera 20 N° 36-61, Bogota D.C., Colombia (e-mail: info@proaves.org) 

Fundacion ProAves de Colombia (here, ‘ProAves’) is one of Colombia’s leading 

conservation NGOs. Since its establishment in 1998, ProAves has grown to manage 
24 nature reserves, most of which are registered as part of the country’s national 

system of protection areas. Its reserves protect over 1,200 bird species including over 

80% of Colombia’s threatened endemic bird species as well as countless species in 

other taxonomic groups. ProAves also supports a research programme, including 

population monitoring, explorations in its reserves and expeditions aimed at finding 

potential localities for threatened species or new protected areas. 

The recently described antpitta to which Case 3623 relates was discovered by a 

former ProAves employee, Diego Caranton, in a ProAves reserve, during the course 

of his employment. The name fenwickorum was made available in a conservation 

science journal published by ProAves, Conservacién Colombiana. The name honours 

a family who have done much to support bird conservation in Colombia, the 

Fenwicks. George Fenwick is the president of the American Bird Conservancy 

(ABC). He and his family, with personal funds, directly supported land purchases by 

ProAves to establish Reserva Natural de las Aves Colibri del Sol (Dusky Starfrontlet 

Bird Nature Reserve), which is the sole protected area for the new antpitta, as well 

as countless other conservation initiatives. The Fenwicks and ABC also gave grants 

to ProAves to fund conservation management at the reserve and fieldwork research 

which resulted in the new antpitta being found. No conditions were attached to any 

ABC grant around the naming of the new species nor were any consideration paid to 

ProAves for this. Supposed quotes of a ProAves employee in Regalado (2010) 

suggesting otherwise have been denied by the individual in question and do not reflect 

the facts. ProAves simply wished to honour valued donors and conservationists, 

without whose support the new antpitta would not have been found or protected. 

The name G urraoensis Caranton & Certuche, 2010 was later described for the same 

species and first authored by the same ProAves’ former employee, resulting in 

considerable controversy. 

ProAves welcomes all scientists who wish to study animals, plants or ecology in its 

reserves, provided that they comply with applicable policies for scientific visitors, 

including on the collection of specimens. The description of Grallaria fenwickorum 


